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A study required children to tell and to dictate 
stories that were real and make believe, all about the same basic 
topic, as part ^f things people do when ifchey "writ^j a story***, A 
further purpose was to explore the reading Jcnowledge of children who 
are just begitining to read* Children's reading attempts for these 
stories were used to evaluate their emergent reading ability in order 
to test whether there was a relationship between^ emergetit reading 
ability and the structural **well-formedness« of the stories • Three 
language productions were obtained: a told %tory, a dictated story, 
and a handwritten story* The transcriptions were scored according to 
(1) the completeness of context (degree of specificity), (2) adapted 
production story grammar <structural complexity), and (3) emergent 
reading ability* The contextual analysis gave support to the claim 
that children will produce real stories that are more scriptlike and 
predictable, whereas they will elaborate more upon Aiake-believe 
stories; There was also, some indication, that the make-believe stories 
contained more of the elements of a weU-formed story. Furthermore, 
these, elements were more highly specified, or more understandable to 
a nonpresent audience* When overall structural complexity was judged, 
however, there were no differences for topic (real versus 
make--believe) or for mode (told versus dictated), nor was there a 
regression of emergent reading abilities upon structure. (HOD) 
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Real Versus Make-Believe I>lf f erenpes 
In Told and Dictated Stories by Kindergarten Children 

Elizabeth Sulzby^ 
Northwes^rn University 

This report focuses upon differences In the structure of 
children's- stories, depending on whether the composition mode of the 
story Is telling or dictating and upon whether the topic of the story 
is treated as real or make-believe. This investigation is part of a 

\^ larger project titled "Beginning Readers* Developing Knowledges About 
Written Language." In the BKDKAWL project six kinds of language 
samples were collected and compared. ^The language samples were 
conversation ^storytelling, dictation, handwritten composition, 
re-reading, andff editing. The selection of these kinds of language was 
designed to vary from interactive, face-to-face speech to 

. decontextualized texts able to be understood by a non-present 

audience; in other wolrds, the sattples represented oral a^id^ written 
language differences. 

A further purpose of the BRDKAWL project is to describe the 
knowledges about written language that children have during the 
transition from pre-»readlng to reading. The six kinds of language 
samples in thifi study were deemed to be relevant to such a 
description,. In particular, dictated stories or accounts were of 
interest because of their use in early instruction. 

Dictations are frequently reconaaended and used as instructional 
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materials in beginning reading Instruction. Within formulations of 
the language experience-approach, dictated stories or accounts are 
presumed to be appropriate in terms of their relation toS:he child's 
current knowledges about language. Stauffer (1980) argued that 
children's own language about their own real-life experiences is the 

most appropriate early reading material; the syntax, semantics, and content 

- » 

of such language la "controlled," or suited to the chiild who produced It. 
Henderson (Note 1) has observed that the differences between 
children's dictations and their « conversations about a stimulus for 
dictation can be observed for signs' of how close children are to being 
able to read. King and Rentel (1981) and Suizby (1981 and in presa) 
have begun to gather descriptive and experimental documebtatlon of 
some of the dlffei?ences between conversation* storytelling, and 

dictation, and some of the relationships between those differences and 

■■ ' * 

children's reading development. 

If a child cannot yet read* it would seem reasonable that s/he 
would not differentiate between storytelling and dictation; in other 
words, storytelling and story dictation would sound alike tfa a 
listelier. In fact, Sulzby (In press) has. found that kindergarten 
children signal differences between told and dictated stories in their , 
speech. They used prosody and pauses to signal these differences 
which seteed to be keyed by awareness of the needs of the scribe. , 
Furtheznore, she found that the mode adaptations that children made orally 
^ were related to the degree of 'ciiergent reading ability for children at 
: the extremes of the distribution. 
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One purpose of this paper is to Investrlgate the written form of 
told and dictated stories. Can differences still be detected when 
these stories are transcribed and the cues of prpsody and pausing 
reopved? It Is possible that children may make distinctions In 
features such as prosody but lack knowledge of textual features needed 
for written forms of language; — Written language needs to be 
decontextuallzed so that a non-present, non- Interactive reader can 
understand the message^. Children may treat both told and dictated 
stories as contingent entitles In which a listener Is privy either to 
contextual Information or may ask questions for clarlf lcatlon« Or 
they may treat the told story as more contingent than the dictated 
story; In this dase, they should be more specific In giving 
information in the dictated atory. One way of detecting 'the degree of 
decontextuallzatlon would be to analyse the answers to ^o, where, 
vhat , when, why, and how questions that ,a reader would be able to 
derive from the written transcripts of chll4ren'a stories. 

The second purpose of this paper Is to Investigate story topic 
differences. The Issue la whether real stories coming from a child's 
actual^ experiences differ in some relevant way from make-believe 
stories. To address «this iaaue, howeyer, it is important to know that 
the kndwiedgc base from which the child creates such real and 
make-believe versions is comparable* 

two ways in which stories can* differ should be distinguished: 
differences related to the quality of story qua story and differencea 
related to the story as« potential- reading material. While these two 



are not strictly separated in this study, the reasoning concerning the 
relevant kinds' of differences should be examined^ ' \/ , . 

The quality of the structure of stories qua .story has descrlbable 
effects upon how storlfes will be recalled by children (Handler & . 
Johnson, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1979) • Empirical findings have also feeen 
reported from which It might be inferred that there could be real and 
make-believe differences in the story productions, as opposed to recall, 
of young children « These production studies focus upon story qua story 
and not a^ sources of potential reading material. The qualitative differences 
in story structur^e should yield stories that vary In ease of children's 
remembering them if we reason by extension from the comprehension or recall 
studies but there la no empirical evidence addressed to this question. 

The differences In the^quallty of the stories produced qua story 
are based upon comparisons between studies and may be due to differences In 
sampling atid elicitatlon methodology. For' example, Menig-Peterson knd 
HcCabe (In press) found that samples of real-life narratives of youngs 
children were more well-formed and structurally more complex thaA were 
Glenn and Stein's (1978) fictional stories elicited from children of similar 
ages and descriptions. Sutton-Smith's (1981) corpus contains multiple stories 
collected from children but his technique was so naturalistic that comparisons 
cannot be made with assur^ce, particularly since tha children were not ^ 
queried about their as80<!iiated intentions to portray reality or fiction. 
Similarly, Goldman (In press) specified that children were to make up 
a storysjln a condition that aecms to call for make-believe tales; 
however, when she elicited real-life experiences 'in a second condition. 
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^he did not specify that the chlldrBn were still telling Btorlefli* 
H^r procisdures woMld, however, allow for differences to be In/erred 
about the structure of the knowledge base used by children to access 
'Infbnaatlon for describing the knowledge from the real or toake-belleve 
Vantage points. No published 8^:udy that I a© aware of has yet tested 
real' versus loake-believe effects upon stories collected from the satne 
children,^ 

In speculating about how children might differentiate between 
reality and fantasy In creating stories, Sulzby (1979) suggested tb.at 

» 

children might be so aware of i4iat has afctually happened to them in 
real-life that^stories they tell about these events become l,ess- 
complex and more script-like ahd that children would be more free to . 
construct a well-formed and more complex story, if the topic were 
make-believe,' Henig-Peterson and McCabe (in press) found children 
able tci tell quite complex real-life stories but the researchers 
selected the three longest narratives produced by each child and did 
not establish a control over topic. Additionally, they did not use an 
elicitation procedure that specified that the -child was to. tell a 
story; rather, the child was telling about"an event in a 
conversational setting with the focus upon the Interaction between 
examiner and child and not upon the quality of the story* When 
children produce storlea in a school setting as dictations to be later 
read, the focus Is placed- upon the story as product and not upon the 
^ interaction between teller and listener 



Page 6 



The studies cited above were used to compare real and 

make-believe difference^ in stories qua story. There are no eapicical 

# 

comparisons using children's real and make-believe stories as reading 
materials. Theorists disagree about the possible effects* Stauffer 
(1980) has defended the superiority of real topics as stimuli* 
Holdaway (1979) has suggested that these '^storiemJ^r accountat are 
composed of less memorable language than are*» for contrast > children's 
storybooks written by adult authors. Sulzby^ (1981) has discussed 
differential ^supports and constraints of different text types for 
beginners but did not include real and make-believe differences within 
the same child's composition in the analysis/ 

The speculation^ about the advantages of fictional* or 
make-believe* narratives as stories Include these j^giiments: stories 
about make-believe events may be more vivid and memorable to the young 
child; the child may elaborate makej|^fent8 more than real-life events 
vhich may be recited in script-like fashion; and the make-believe 
stories may be better formed in the story grammar sense* In this 
paper t these speculations will be narrowed to two issues having to do 
with the characteristics needed to comprehend written textt that the 
text is specific enough for another person to understand and that the 
text is well-forped enough to effectively support aeitory for the -given 
text. 

In this study » children' were asked to tell and to dictate stories 
thiit were real and make-believe ^ all about the same basic topic* as 
pa^t of: things people do when they "write a story." A withln|aubjects 
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design was chosan since tha further focus was to explore the 

knowledges of children who are just beginning to read. Children's 

* ,j 

reading atftempta for these stories were used to evaluate their 
emergent reading ability in order to test whether there was a • 
relationship between easergent reading ability and the structural 
well-formedness of the stories. Stories were compared to see whether 
either mode or topic would lead to different degrees of specification 
or suiting the story to the needs of the reader* 
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> Method 

Subjects 

*T«enty-four children (13<-glrl8, 11 boys) from one kZdergawten 
classrooffl in an upper-mlddleclasa coansunity north of Chicago, Illinois, 
were the subjects. The students' oean age ^In October, 1979, was 5-4 
(ranget 4-11 to VlO) • The^classroom was selected for a longitudinal 
study of beglhning reading and Writing. One consideration In its 
selection was the fact that reading and writing were not taught as a 
planned part of the curriculum* Additionally, the literacy culture of 
the coMBunlty was deacrlbable and classroom taembershlp tended to be stable 
Data Collection \^ 

This was the second study ixi which these children had participated. 
The children's preliminary knowledges about real and make-believe topic-, 
and about the specific topic of learning to ride a big wheel had been 
assessed In' an Interview «tudy called, general Knowledges About Written ^ 
Language." Data for the current study were collected from mid-October 
until mid-December with approximately one month between the two sesi^ions^ 
for each child. 

For each session, one of two exatailners took each child to a quiet 
spot where the child was put at ease, re-acqualnted id.th the tape-recorder 
and other, procedures » atnd then asked to do three things that people can 
do "to write a story*" The children were assured that the examiner knew 
that they did not yet know how to write like a grown-up but that they 
knew much about reading and writing already. Children were also told 
that the examiner would help th^^ 

' For each of the /two sessions, three language productions were 
obtslned: a told atory, a dictated atory, and a handwritten atory. 
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Re-reading and editing tasks were part of the Jwo vxitton productions 
Orders wre counterbalanced and assigned to subjects at randon. 
Twelve orders «ere used with two children in each cell and orders 
remaining the same between the two sessions. These orders resulted 
from the six orders of teljing, dictating, and writing, with the two 
orders of real and laake-believe varied with the production orders. 
Appropriate transitions were provided for each order ii«^*igned» 
Abbreviated versions of the directions are given be* w 



I VAMT too ta Wilt* 4 «To«r m « 
ifia 00 IT tmi ym. oow i wmw tew 

0Q||*7 UAUt UKW Mf to imttt tUU| A 

mtmrm tiituct ttorut oo to utitt a 
stoct If to Hit IT to mmjom mm w 
ttciiHiic to tMB lOM to OK iwi t«n 
itAvc IT titiudr twnr wmit it to at* 
nuT'g vMAT I um TOO TO 00 wm* nil 
m toot flow, tout iMOU fTowf nm 

MCHPIHC to M * * o iUmwf 4tfMClM«) 

ooc or titt ttttool fwia ammti uutt 
AA MBf M to tat lopowt im wtt it 
iouN too topi»'*'litt*i utimctwcf^^- 

fUMTAtf* wauiTUSXI&iS**^ 
too tm ttonr AM MMii ms 
imtti IT aoMi foi TOO. i mut too to 
iictm toMi ttoor lot m tmio tim . • « 

tomtm oMM Imtu Horn a -towtufi 
io xoc mmm m rmt au it tunMLtis. 
im4Jtna ton jmo aiu cam wti toKit 
ammmm. too cao tmm toM ow ttott 
mm m ton owi it »oiiii*T lun to 

tft Jm UKB CMAimir imiTIMC. TOtt CAH 
iUiTtOIT TOOOOMHIIAt. OQU 1 HAMT TOO 
TO WtlTC toot itOVT « « . CSc«ry 4lx«ctl<mft) 



I IIANT too TO tux m toon STOKV (Dimtt 
YOUA StOtI TO Ml. imm'HE toot SfOAtI 
AMO IT'S A HUL (llliI-AlEl.im) fTOUt AAOOT 
TOO (UTTU fftllKX/flUiiCUS OOANIIIC) A»tD 
OOM TOO CS/MK> UUmm MOW TO tlSt A tic 

'AOOOr OOlt TOO (S/OC) HAtOCt to 
gm A 010 MIttl., 
UMAT MAtt too Ittta/MIM) UAIft TO 
OO IT, 

AMI OOU TOO Ct/Ot) Oft) IT. 
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Transcriptions ^ * 

Total sessions vere tape-recorded «yid subsequen ted transcribed. 
Each examiner double-checked the transcriptions then coordinated all 

observational notes an^ children's handwritten and dictated stories with 

I. 

the transcriptions. These assembled documents' served f& the protocols 
used in scoring. After completion; forty-four percent of the tapes* 
were checked against the protocols by a trained assistant. (It should 
be noted that there were thus two versions of the dictation: the oral 
version taken from the Audiotape and the version wrifcen by the scribe. 
Differences between these two versions were used in judging the stability 
of the coapositlotf for the ehildrr^) 
Scoring ^ ' * v . 

Three different scoring systems were used. The first was a 
"completeness of context" analysis » ada}it^d from Menig-Peterson and 
Mcdabe (1978) • The second was an adaptation of the production story » 
grammar as. proposed by Stein and Glenn (1981, Notes 3). The final scoring 
system was used to assess children's emergent reading abilities. This 
system is described In Sulzby (1981 and in pfess) and has been further 
validated ara described in Otto and Sulzby {1981, Note 2). These systems 
are described briefly below; complete details are available in Sulzby (1981). 

Completentess of context . The completeness of context analysis ^ 
was designed to de<:ermlne to uha^^, degree dhlldfen specify Informattion for 
their listeners or readers that will answer the tradltlon^s*! questions: 
who , irfiat t when» .where , how , and wh^i The scoring system was adapted 
thevCORtent of the stlimiluB used in this study, learning ta ride a 
big wheel (or ^ther vcfhlcle) either as a fictional or real account. 
The range of 



ft I 

7 ■ 

12 ' 
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possible scores for the** spec llication of each kinS of question is 
given belov* cotspariug the original range used by Me^iig-PetersoR and 
MeCabe {1978) and revisions used in this study. 



Metnig-Petersoa 
aad HcCsbe 

Qaestlon ' (1978) Sulzby 

mo / ' 0-3 0-3 

smm 0-3 • 0-1* 

wiuar : ' 0-2 0-3* 

KHEf? ' 0-2 0-2 

. HOW 0-2 0-2 

WHY * 0-1 0-1 



Who scoring **Hho" specification addresses the issue 

^ / iihcther or not the child lets the 

audience kno*r vho the participants 
^ in the story are* The scoring ranges 
f roo 0 tor no specification of 
participants to 3 for full specif ica«- 
tion* 

0 « So tsention of participants. 
' I « Participants referred tc> onty 
by pronouns or otXi^av Indefinite 
reference • 

2 » Relational but non-specific 

person fiords; names without 
relations^ 

3 » Clear relations with identifiable 

specification vithin the context, 

• ^ * 13 
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• f # 

9 

t 

either through "f ictionallssatlon'* 
^ or full specification* 

Where scoring •'Where" specification placfes a 

narrative in spac^. Menig~P«terson and 
McCabe^s narratives required a more 
' extensive 0-3 scoring. Content analy- 
sis revealed that these children rarely 
^ specified location and .that a sjtaple ^ 

O-l scoring for presence o^ absence 
of location was sufficient* 
Wha£_scprinR **Hhat" scoring applies to objects 

mentioned in the^^story. This scoring 
\mB expanded fro® 0-2 used by Menig- 
Peterson and McCabe* to 0«3 by splitting 
the highest category in two parts; this ' 
was partially necessary because of the 
prior specification of "big lAeel." " 

0 No xeference tc3| objects by name. 

1 « Reference to "big ii^ieel" only as 

"it" or "something." 

2 « Either "big w^teel" is named or 

at least two other objects must 
be named* one of wiiichSj^st not 
be a part of "big wheel." 

3 * "Big wheel" is named plus at least 
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When scoring 



Why scoring 



one i5ther object: which may be a 
^ part of %ig wheel." 
**When" places the narrative in the 
history of the feuthor. Direct time 
placeteent is combined In this 
" scoring with literary conventions 
about tliae reference. This scoring' 
ejit<:ludes .references to **whT5n" that 
implies causation or "why" relations. 
O'''^^o*tijne reference except tense 

or sipalling of "fir,^€C^ , . 

then'* relation- ^f events. 

1 « General time reference, such 
« 

as "one day/* "when X/* or 
"for two days," 

2 «• Specific time reference or 

literary conventions about time 
such as ^Srhen I was four years| 
old," or "once upon a-tlne," 
The *S*y" scoring answers the question 
"why did the action take place*" The 
scoring used by Menig-Peterson and 
McCabe is Suited for this study because 
it simply acknowledges •the preseivie or 
absence of causal relations* The child 
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How scoring 



/ 



%9hB )|lven credit for including causal 
relations whether or not the chil4 
explicidly mentioned causal relations 
or implie d them. The Implication must, 
however, be cued by words in the text, 
-0 « No causal relationship stated or^ 

li)!n)lied, V 
1 « Causal relationship stated or 
implied. 

The 'Tiow" category describes the 
action that takes place in*a narrative. 
While the scoring was adjusted to be 



ntore specific about the Benantic 



content of the elicited action, learn- 

ing tp ride" a big wheel, the 0-2 levels 

♦ 

of scoring are numerically the saoie as 

and saaantically analogous to the 

original scoring system. 

0 » Confusing to the listener or 

audience. Alternately, the "how" 
of the action nay be totally ' 
missing or may include no reference 
to learning or planful action 
related to learning: "I learned 
how." 
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1 * The "how*' Is Incomplete or lacks 
Important Information. The child 
may give parts of actions without 
clear specification of what the 
action Is or the child may give 
a fairly complete explanation of 
how the action took place but 
presents It in a confusing manner. 

« 

2 » This category Is a complete 
specification of the action. To be 
complete, the story «has to ^ite 
or clearly imply the requested goal 

"learning to ride a big wheel," 
' give actions that make sense in the 
^ . context, and giye some notion of the 

finale of the actions ^ongruent to 
the goal and plan. 
Scoring for completeness of context was done by two raters. One 
person scored all the children's stories for all six categories. That 
scorer trained a second rater on the first twelve children's stories 
in each category » then the second rater completed the scoring 
Independently. The percentage of tgreeaent ranged f ron 88% for "why" 
tO'96Z for both "where" and "how." Dlsagreenenta were 'due to errors 
In not following the criteria except for "%Ay" lA' which acme 
dlaagraeoents arose over laplled cauaal relationships. This analysis was 
only used for 19 children, those with conplete sets of data (four stories) 
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Adapted production story erammar . The written vetslon of the 
told and dictated stories were scored for structural complexity by 
using an adaptation of the production story grammar, as described by , 
Stein and Glenn <198I) and as modified to fit this corpus. Two. 
modifications were necessary. This corpus Included children who 
refused to produce a story as well as children who produced what Stein 
and Glenn call "no structure" pieces consisting of either one ^ 
statement or one statement and its paraphrase. The second 
modification was to include structures' in which the verbs signalled 
that the narrative was more like a plan or a hypothetical statement of 
a story^ that could be told than it ,was an actual story, ^hese 
narratives were called "procedural" and could easily be placed within 
the categories. 

Stories were placed into eight categories, with two subdlLvisiops, 
pre<-episodic and episodic. The pre-episodic structures consisted of 
five categories: 

(1) No story 

(2) No structure 

(3) Descriptive sequence 

(4) Action sequence 

(5) Reactive sequence 

The episodic structures were comprised of the following four classes 
of narrative: 

(6) Incomplete , episode 

(7) Simple episode 

(8) Complete episode 

(9) Hultl-eplsode * 
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The scoring was done by one examiner with extensive experience 
with story grammar scoring. As a check upon the scoring, 20Z of the 
stories were used to train a second scorer Uho then Independently 
scored an additional 25Z of the stories. The two examiners agreed • 
about the overall structure of all but one of^ the stories. That 
disagreement was due to »*ether or not a result could be Inferred" 
from the child's wording. 

Scores from zero to eight were assigned with zero being given 
for "no story." proceeding through eight for multi-episodic stories* 
Asslgnlrilg such numbers Is not pai^t of the Stein and Glenn procedure 
but was used for ease of statistical analysis. The scores of 
zero through eight can be considered an ordinal scale, even though 
there Is some question about the reactive sequence (see Menlg-Peterson 
and McCabe, In press). 

Emergent r eading ability judgments . The third and f Ina? scoring 
was for degree of emergent reading ability. Assessments were obtained 
for each child from the di ctate d and handwritten stories produced by 
that child and from the child's betiavlor in atteiq^tlng to re--read>ach 
type of story. Four sources were involved In each Judgment: dictated 
story; re-reading of dictated story; handwritten^ story; re-teadli^g of 
handwritten story, A 8even«*polnt scale descrlbed^ln Sulzby (In press) 
and shown here as Table 1 was used to describe the nature of the written 
productions and tlie degree of. matching voice 'and eyea to print. Two 
lndepen4ent Judges scored all protocols, with 96% agreement. 

Table 1 Abovt H^rJ^ 
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The scale description eniploys the term "story" because children 
were asked to **wrlte a story." The only measure of structure ©nbedded , 
within the scale Is the difference between scores 1-2 and 3-7. Scores 
were assigned for attempts In i^lih the children did not produce . 
unitized discourses or "text/* Scores^3-7 were given in situations 
in which the child did produce connected discourse; however, these scores 
liave no relation to any judgment about the structural cooqplexity of the 
"story," or text. 

/ 

The scale for emergent reading ability judgments compares the 
nature of the composed unit with the child's ability to reproduce that 
unit in a reading attempt; in effect, it includes the child's ability to 
* recarll the story along with the child's attentlveness to cues from the 
/ written form. It treats memory for text as one aspect of reading that 
emerges into comprehension of written text* This scale is alflib treated 
as ordinal. 

Results 

Completeness of Context 

The completeness of context scoring was used to compare overall 

« 

differences in specification of information and also differences in 
^ specificity in addressing each of six questions: who , irfiere , idien , what , 
why , and how. Table 2 presents results of a repeated-measures analysis 
of variance and Tablb 3 presents the mean scores for each question for 
the two modes of /telling and dictating And for the two topic treatments, 
real and make-believe. It should be roiembered that the six scoring ' 
^ procedures were not standardised^ to the same metric and that the scoring 
f aystoi was adapted for this stu^y. Table 3 preaenta coiqparlson acorea 
for age groupa taken frpn the datA of Menlg-Peteraon and McCabe (1978). 
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Table 2 



Specification of Context with Topic, Mode, And 
Measucea as Wlthin-Subjecta Eepetltions 
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5 


218.93 






ItKB(Topic) 


1 


.97 


.97 


9.76** 


TD(Moda) 


1 


.02 


.02 




M X BMB 


5 


7.22 


1.44 


14.56** 


M X TD ti 


: 5 


.91 


.18 


1.85 


RMB^XTD 


' 1 


.05 


.05 


-^1 • 


M X RMB X TO 


h 5 


,98 


AO • 


1.99 












Ranuilndttr 


414 ' 


41.01 


.10 




Total 


455 


454.37 







There were significant individual differences in the specificity 
of context by these flve-y.ear-old children. This finding is not surprls- 
ing and confirms other reports in the literature about the variation 
found aoong children *t this age level. These differences nust be held 
In alnd as we analyse the differences within Individuals. 

In the analysis of cotiq>leteness of context, the node distinctions 
of tcUing versus dictating did not result In a significant factor. 
Children did not differ significantly in bow specific they were in pro- 
vidln^ essential inforaaition for their audience in told oode as opposed 
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to auroral inode. The topic was held constant In this conq^ariaon, no It » 
would! appear that children held their basic Inionaation the aaiae across 
the t^o laodes* 

A further question was whether children always provide basic* 

contejxt-setting information in the same degree of specificity if other 

factors, like topic, are varied. The topic variation, real versus 

ttake-(beliava, did produce significant differences, bpth overall and in 

intex action with the six measures of context specification. (The over- 

all significance of * differences among measures, j^as not tested ^ue to ' 

the i^act thft the sane metric was^ot used across the six measures 0 

The ^interaction of measures by topic (real and make-believe) l^iihown 

as a graph in Figure 1 but the reader must remember that only th^ 

dif£i$'rence between pairs of means is coioparable; relative size of the 

mmi^tB from category to category is not dnterpretable. 

Figure I . 
.Completeness of Coi^ext 




MB 



"> Keal 



Bow 
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, Table 3 

^an8 fop Coiapleteness of pontext 



Category 


r 

Real. 


Make-believe 


Told 


Dictated 


Average 


*Henig-Peter8on 

ana ncuaoe 8 
«ge group acores 


. ^ho 


h 

1.74 


2.08 


1.87^ 


1.95 ' 

♦ 


1.91 


(1.89. 3Js-4ls) 




.24 


ri9 


;24 


.27 


.26 


(1.62,** 3Jj-4J$) 


vh«D 


.84 


.66 


.79' 


• ;71 


. 75 . 


•C .60. 8Js-9»s) 


^ what 


2.32 


2.05 


2.21 


. '2.16 


2.18 


' (1.66.** 3£ls-41j) 


why ; 


.55 


•71 


.71 


.56 


.63 


( .71, 4%-5%; 
.41. 3Js-4Js) 


how - 


.76 


1.21 


.95 


. 1.02 


.99 


(1.72. 3%-%) 



*Scoring ayattts adapted and different ellcltation procedurea uaed In 
theae atudlea. 

*^«8a acoras a^a not coapatabla« Convarted to proportiona^ whara ' 
avaru^ for tbia atudy ia 26Z; for Manlg-Pataraon and McCaba» 54Z for 
3% - Wu* Tha Sulsby what avaraga la 73Z and tha Manig-Pataraon at al 
acorlng.for 3% - 4%' a la 83* of thalr poaaibla acoraa 



The ireal and luka-belleve a tor lea generated by theae five-year- 
old children differed overall in how conpletely the child apeclfled 
Inf oraation to anawer the baalc who » where » i^ien, What , wlv^t and how 
queatlona* Fro« the jgraph of the aMsana (Figure l)^ It appear a that 
tha^Mka-ballava atorlaa tended to provide «ore apadf Ic Informtlon 
about the who » why , and how In tht^ atoi^* Maluit-ballftva atorlaa were 
alao allghtly aKira apaclf Ic about location, where , but ao few children 
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specified WLocat ion at all that thesW differences should probably be 
disregarded* The real storieSt on- the other hand> were more specific 
iTi^explaining iihat the object was and when the event took place* ' 

Table 3 gives means for all categories of completeness of 
context for this study, real and make-believe, told and dictated, ^s 
well as the average for each question. Additionally, it furnishes 
conqparlson scores and proportlor^ of age groups from ifenlg-Peterson 
-and McCabe's (1978) data that are most sijAllar to these data. It £an 
be seen that the five-year-old children in the current study were able 
ta specify information 4^en asked to tell or dictate as part of writing 
a story, but that generally their specification was low. For five 
categories, their specifications were more like that of younger children 
who were narrating real-life events in a conversational setting* Only 
oni^ category, when the event happened, was particularly advanced when 
compared with Menlg-Peterson and McCabe^s sample, and this advantage 
held across all conditflons* 

Structural Complexity and Emergent Reading Ability 

Results from the adapted production story grammar analyslls were used 

« 

to address issues having to do with overall structural complexity of the 
stories and the possible relation of that complexity to emergent reading 
ability. Table 4 gives the frequency. of the various story structures 
across sessions* 

The distribution of story structures indicates that these 
sti0ries tend to be less ccsqplex than those elicited by the stt>ry starter 
method of Gleln and Stein (1978) and even leal complex than the narratives 
elicited by^Menlg-Peterson and McCabe (in press). 
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Table 4 ^ 
Frequency of Story Structures 



Session 1 Session 2 

Structure Told Dictsted ToXd Dictated Total 



No Story 


4 


5 


2 


*• 2 

» 


13 


Mo Structure ^ 


3 


2 




1 


7 


Il^scrlptlva Sequence 


0 ^ 


i 




' 2* 


4 


Action Sequence 


4* 


3* 


11 






KeactlYS Sequence 


4 


6 




8 


22 


Incoaplete Episode 


2* 


1 




. 2 


6 


Siflple Episode 


1 


1 




0 


3 


Coaplete Episode 
Mulj^^plsode * 


4 


4 




0 


9 


2 


1 


2 


2 


7 


Totals 


24 


2A 


24 


24 


. 96 



^Contains one "proc^lural" narj^fitive* 
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Scores for structural complexity taken from the adapted story 
graaoar syslea were analyzed using a aubjects-by-aejisures design; Scores 
from the Emergent Reading Abilities Judgment (Sulzby 1981 and In press) T 
were used as a covariate and the regression was not significant. No 
significant portion of the structural coasplexlty .scores Is explained 
by the emergent reading ability Scores (F «<1). Additionally, there 
^ were no significant main effects or first order Interactldbs (see , 
Table 5)* 



4 

Tc.ble 5 

Topic and Mode Effects on 
Structural Complexity 



Source df MS 





Among individuals 


23 


15.02 




Within individuals 


72 






Mode(iyr) 


I 


.26 




. Topic (BMB) 


1. 


.26 




01 X RMB 


1 


.51 


\ 


Rasidual 


69 


2.33 




DT/S 


23 


'^1 3.91** 




BMB/S 


23 


1.69 




Eraalnder 


23 


1.38 


« 


local 


. 95 


t 



**This mean square was the only one of these- 
data to produce a significant (£C01) F-ratlo* 
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Frca these data, it appears that- there was no main effect upon 
structural coaplexity as laeastired by the story, graonar. Hovever, 
iadivlduaX variation appears to be significant and to be related to 
the oode variable! The interaction of told and dictated by individuals 
can be interpreted to indicate ^that sotue children would have equivalent 
coBiplexity on told and dictated storiesi some would be higher on told 
and other© higher upon dictated. 

The InportMcc of the aode by subjects interaction is dependent 
upon the quality of the diita, of course; lisinEtlie £*chniques derived 
fro» the theory of general ixabiUty (Cropbig^, Gleser. Kanda, & 
Rajaratnam, 1972, p. 23ff,)» the relj^ility of the four different 
scores for this saa^le of indivlcluals was calculated to be". 85, * Frwa" 

these calculations, there is som reassurance that the »e4«urea»ntff 

- -*» . - - 

used have a relatively acceptable level of internal consistency. 

A graph of individual scores revealed two clusters of children, 
one group in which the cold stories were superior to the dictated^ and 
vice versa. There was a mix of children high and low la eiwrgent 
reading; abilities in both groups (as. Indeed, .the lacK of a regression 
effect for Mergent reading abllltlps would have indicated). 
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Discussion 

The cosspleteness of context analysis reveaXed* differences in 
apecificatlon of tnforms^tion according, to topic (real versus make- "^'V:. -^ 
believe) but not accordlxig to mode (told versus dictated). When asked 
to^t^ill and dictate ss part of writing a story* tKese kindergarten 
children did not^iffer in specificity of infonaation» or decontextualizatlon. 

niere vere differences in decontextualization, hovever» dependent upon ^ 

" ♦ •. > • / 

whether the topic, learning to ride a big ij^eelV ^aa related from a ^ 
real or a make-believe vanta^^ poin(« Hake-believe stortts wfere laore 
decontesctuallzed; children specified information more cooplet^lyf^r the 
make-believe, version of learning to ride a big vhieel« This was not the 
case, however ,o for all dtems which could be specified.^ 

The Interaction «be|:ween the type of Question (i^o ». where , j*en, .yhat 

why , and how) and the itoplc (r^l and malut-bel^leve) IndiclTes^ lEhat 

•J 

children were more specific about those It^ia that comprise the heart of 

Qfandler^i Jc^nson, 1977; Rt^lhart, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1979). 
Make-believe stories wer^ more specific about who » wihy , how , and where 
Information, even witlh a scoring system adapted to the specftic content 
and directions used in the ftudy* (Because .location was mentioned so 
little, where will be ignored in this discussion,) The who scoring 
includes the dtntroductlon of a protagonist and .?ther« relevant actors | 
the how la scorid on the basis of .^specification of )i goal, an atte»p^, . 
and an outcome; why indicates that the narrative sig^is causal relations 
betweien at least sone of its parts* The items in which teal stories 
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were better specified seea to be ©ore closely tied to items that young 
children mlghc find ijzrportant and easily accessible from memory. 
These are itaas that a non-present audience might not care to know unless 
the story were more elaborate about those items in which the make-^believe 
specif icatloA was superior. Real stories told what and when ; usually . 
this was the specification of the key object, the big wheel, and the ^ 
age of the child when s/he learned to ride. 

These data seem to give soaae support to the claim that children 
will produce real stories that at^e more scriptlike and predictable, 
«rtiereas they will elaborate more upon make-believe stories. While 
the completeness of context analysis was not designed to c^emixie 
story structure but focused upon discrete kinds of information, there is 
some Indication that the make-oelieve stories contained more of the 
eLl»iC3itff of ^a well^f ofme story. ^ Furthermore, these elements were mote 
hifthly specified, or more imderstandable to a non-present audience; 

The coiq>letene88 of context analysis may furnish evidence 
of the developing aodel of the author/reader relationship of these 
children. It provides sone Indirect suggestion that children* i| productions 
wry in relation to whether or not the child Intends to produce a realistic 
or a fantasj' version build from the saae knowledge base. These children 
are at an age iriien the ability to create an autonoaous fantasy world' in 
, play has been docuiiented (Scarlett & Wolf^ 1979)^ It is not clear that 
tihere is any understanding on the part of the child of specific needs 
of anXudience ^ ^relation to tiiese vantage points, even though there 
is Increasing evidence that children are able to adapt to the needs of 
their audiance In oral language situations (Henig-Peterson McCabe-, 19 7&) . 
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T^z ^bove discussion has focused upon the children as a group « 
It must be remembered that there was significant Individual variation 
among the children » both In completeness of context and In the analysis 
of structural complexity which vlll be discussed below. That variation 
was not attributable to any of the wlthln-chlld variables In the 
completeness of Context analysis but wlthln-chlld differences were 
found by the measure of structural conq>lexlty^ the adapted story 
grammar. 

Descriptive findings from the production story, grammar Indicate 
that the children produced structuries that covered the entire range 
described by Glenn and Stein* (1978) and Stein and Glenn (1981 » Note 2).^ 
When these stories^ are compared with those produced In oral language 

studies that focus upon stories for their own sake» rather than as ? 

. • , _. 

written forma. It Is clear ttunt these children produced stories that 

are structurally less complex. It Is highly likely that adding the 

consideration of ^'writing" to story production calls upon different 

knowledges or considerations that Increase processing demands. These 

increased demands may result la less well~*formed stories. 

While the children produced stories that run the. gamut of structures 
posited by the production story grammar, their stories did not differ 
structurally according to mode or topic as a main effect. The only, 
figniflcant difference was the interaction between mode and individuals^ 

It had been speculated that structural complexity would be related 
to how close a child was to being able to read independently. WhUe 
this mtf hm the caae for individual children, thlt analysis was 
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. not specif Ic enough to reveal a pattern. Some children who were 

nearly able to read Independently produced well-fonned, episodic 

•torleajljut others produced brlaf, sparse pieces. That saae' kind of 

variation could be feedn by exanjlnlng examples at thfs other end of the 

distribution. Children's emergent reading abilities as measured by .the 

Sulzby (in press) scale ^Id not contribute significantly to the" scores 

of structural complexity. Furthermore, even though there. was the 

interaction between mode (told and dictated) and individuals, 

examination of the raw data again revealed no p'attem of reading 

abilities. For some high and for some low children, the told story 

was structurally more conqplex than the dictated story and vice versa'. 

The fact that differences were found with the iaore specific ' 

analysis and were not detected with the more inclusive analysis is 

, ■' ■■ . ■ - ■ 

InArlguingt 4>articularly paired with thfc cont^ent of the itt^ in 

' . ' . - ; . 

irtilch make-believe, stories were superior in specification 6f _ 

■•.<. ' - ^ ■ • ■ 

Information. It;* is possible that a more precise adaptation of the 

productlqn et^igr^'graiBaap would be:liiore,j|syealing. Perh^s the 

longitudinal . study of beginning reading and writing, can suggest 

fruitful directions for such adaptations. . V 



Table 1** 



^Energent Heading Ability Judgments 
^ "Reading Judgments*' 



assiCTed^ . Behaviors observed ^ ^^^^U ' - ' . 

1 No dictated nor handwritten stories:* hence, no attempt's 
to re-read. - Child refuses to pretendrread^>or pretend- 
wrlte. 

2 No handwritten stories produced, but some primitive 
evidence of reading and writing. Dictation is clearly 

- composed of conversational characterlstioa. Writings 
are either not re-read or re-read very little/ 

(For 3-7, stories are produced.) . 

y. 3 Eyes are no^ on print. Child says written story 

"doesn't say anything** or, for dictated story, 
, **1 can't reAd." 

4 Eyes are not on print, but child atteBQ>ts to- re-read. 
The story thus recited is sisiilar to original but 
not stable.* 

5 Eyes are not on print, but child atteiiq>ts to re- 
read. Story thus recited i« stable.* 

6 " Eyes are on print, but the child is clearly not 

tracking print. ^tory recited is stable.* (Child 

SMy'be able to track print with aid of exaniner 

but not independpoDitiy. Print can be pre tend-c^^ • 

etc., JU^ the story' clea^rly aeoiBpanied the 

tion -^thfr^lxt "this task or preceding taak.) 

7 Chnd's eyes are tradcing p^t, aatdhlng voice 

. to print, **act!ually reading,** independently^ with 

attention to. Mtaning. i 

* Stable refers to dauseflevel units. If a story is stable 

no dausfs have been added, oodtted, or placed oiit of sequence. 

* Data f roB a folloH-ta^ atudy. Otto and Sulsby (1981, Mote 1), indicate^ 
that , there i« an aiti^nuite forM of "5" in which the eyes are ,on >iKLnt 
but the story recited is ilidlar but not stable.* Scoring of thase 
data ate not affected by that, alternate. 



The research reported^llpelnVwa^^ sp^onsored primarily by the 
Research Foundatl^^^t' tJ^ Natlx>p^l C6un4jl>f Teachers oi English- V '1 

• ; » • * . ■ 

* Additional support was furnished Ixy^e mtlondl featitute of Edtioatlon 
(NlE-G-80-0176) • The opinions expressed do not necessarily reflect the 
position* policy, or endorsement of the supporting agenci^« 
Comnents and questions about the content may be addressed to the 
author, Dr, Elizabeth Sulzby, School of Education, Northwestern 
University, 2003 Sheridan Road, Evanston, Illinois «0201 

^The fllt^thor expresses appi^eclation to Dr. Margaret Pollcastro 
for assistance in data collection iind to Dt. Noman Bowers for statistical 
advice. Thanks are due to Susan itoderson, BeV^^fly Cox» Beverly Otto, 
and Harriet Rabenovets for assistance in scoring and analysis and to 

the school, teacheir, and students who must remain anonymous. 

2 ' * 

I hav^ discussed such a study with one other researcher and have 

conducted a follow-up study with data in the process, of being analyzed. 

1-/ " Since theiM data were collected in 1979-80> we have conducted 
» ' J, — , - 

m-fttll-year «.tu4y iihlch include. docuBMmC^^ of the currlcultoi in 

the cLairpcMi. Thu. irn have evld«ace that reading and writing are iwt 

taught in . fonal aanneri the task, that are closest to fonul Instruction 

are storybook reading which goes on throughout tht.year and a tinit on 

the post-office* around Valentine's Day.' . 
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Reference Notes 
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V\ 8<!^^.on» E. H. Personal conDunlcatlon, April, 1981. Henderson 
.^.f seidWat his practice In using the language-experience approach 
instructjiottally was to explore a stteulus with the children, 
allow the children to talk ahout the stimulus with it still in 
view, then renove it for the dictation. My inference is that this 
procedure allows a gradual decontextualization within the situation. 

2. Otto, B., fi> Sulzby, E. Judging the eaergent reading abilities of 
kindergarten children . Paper presented at the 3lat Annual Natlcinal 
Reading Conference, Dallas, Decenber, 1981. 

3. Stein, N. L,, & Glenn. C. G. The concept of a study; A study of 
story telling s Miiieograph. Chicago | The University 6f Chicago, 
1981. 



ERIC 



34 



33 

References 

CronbAch, L. J., Gleser^ C/, Nanda» H.^ ^ Rajaratnaa, N. The 

dependability of bi^havioral mcasuriaienta; Theory of ge^erall^ablllty 

for acore-profllea . New York: John Ulley» 1972. 
Gleim» C. G*t 4 Stelnp N. Syntactic atructures 'and real-^orld 

thjonea In a tor lea generated by dhlldren . Technical Report No. 70. 

Urbana^Illlnola: Center for the Study of Reading* 1978.« 
Goldman S. R. Knowledge ayateaa for reallatlc goala. Plscourse^ 

Proceaaea » In preas. 
Holdavay, D. The foundatlona of literacy . Sydney: Ash ton Scholastic > 

1979. 

Klng» M. & Rentel» V. M. Research update: Conveying meaning In 

wrltt/en texts. Language Arta > 1981, 53, 721-728. 
Handler, J. M*, & Johnaon, N* S. Remembrance of things parsed: Story 

structure, and recall. Cognitive Psychology , 1977, 9^, 11H51. 
Menlg-^Peterson, C» L., & McCabe, A» Chlldrea^s orientation of a 

listener to the context of their narratlvea. Developmental 

Psychology , 1978, 13, 582-592> ^ 
MenlgrPeterson, C. L., & McCabe, A* Three ways of looking at a child's 

narratives I A psycholinguist Ic analysis > (Draft copy uaed.) 

New York: Plenum, In press. ^ ' 
Paley» V* Welly's stories > Cambridge: Harvard University Press*^ 

1981. I - 

Rumslfaart, D* E* Vffnder standing and c«immarlxlng brief stories. In 

d; LaBerge'lr J, Samusla (Bds«), Basic processes in reading ! ^ 

Psrceptiott and corny rtfiensjtop ^ ' Billsdsle, N« J« : Lawreiice 
• * 

Brlbaum Associates, 1977 » 



Scarlett. W. C, 6 Wolf , D. When- it's only make-believe: The 
coastruction of a boundariry betveen fantasy and reality In 
story tell;kag. In E. Winner & H. Gardner (E{}8.)> Fact, Fiction , 
and fantasy in childhood . .Number 6 in New Directions for Child 
Del^elopaent. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc., 1979. 

Staikffer. R, G. The language-^cperlence approach to /the teaching of 
reading. 2nd ed. New York: Harper & Row, 1980. 

Stein, N. L., & Glenn, C. G. An analysis of story comprehensionN^ 
elementary school children. In R. 0. Freedle (Ed.), New directioniK 
in discourse cosprehension . Vol. 2. Hillsdale, N. J.t Ablex, 1979.*^\ 

Sulzby, E. Reading comprehension and story Rranmars . Evanston, 111.: 
The 04|ans Network, 1978. 

Sulzby, E. Kindergarteners begin to read their own compositions ; 
Beginning readers* developing knowledges about written language 
project . Final report to the Research Foundation of the National 
• Council of Teachers of English. Evanston, 111.: Northwestern 
University, 1981. 

Sulsby, E, Oral and written language mode adaptations in stories by 
kindergarten children. Jouraal of ReadinK Behavior , in press. 

Sutton-Smltfe, B. The folkstories of children . Philadelphia: University 
of Penitsylvjsnia Press, 1981. 



